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Land Use for Timber and Recreation: 
A Case Study in Victoria, Australia 
lAWRENCE C. MERRIAM* 
ABSTRACT - For many years the United States has had major problems in public land use for timber and 
recreation. Problems in Minnesota's Boundary Waters Canoe Area are an example. Australia is a country with 
Simi !tar concerns. The State Forests of Central Victoria, administered by the Forests Commission, were heavily 
burned m 1939. They now have regenerated to commercially mature stands, particularly of mountain ash 
(Eucalyptus regnans F. Muell. ). Within 100 kilometers of the 3 million people in Melbourne, the forests are 
popular recreatiOn sites. This paper reports on a study made for the Forests Commission aimed at the effective 
integration of timber production and outdoor recreation in these forests. Staff conferences, field trips and 
ltterature review provided basic information. In addition, forest recreation in Victoria was studied by the author 
m 1974. 'Yh!le the Forests Commission expertise in forest harvest and regeneration is most adequate and local 
communiry relations seem good, there is a continuing need for overall recreational management policy, public 
Involvement, and understanding of multiple forest uses. 
Introduction 
The interrelation of timber production and recreation uses 
of public forest land has long been a problem in the United 
States, particularly where large populations are located within 
a day's drive of forests attractive for recreation and amenity 
uses. 
After World War II, public forest lands in the United States, 
primarily those growing highly valued timber species and 
having attractive recreational settings, experienced a rapid 
growth in visitor use and pressure for harvest for forest pro-
ducts. This was caused in part by an expansion in population, 
leisure time, and income; improved access and an increased 
desire for forest recreation ; an expanding housing market; 
and reduced availability of private timber of desired quality 
and volume. In some instances uses were accommodated 
with minimal conflict, while in others, major problems 
developed which took many years and numerous attempts to 
resolve. 
In Minnesota, the Boundary Waters Canoe Wilderness 
( 438,909 ha) in the Superior National Forest is a good exam-
ple of major conflicts in land uses. Timber harvest versus 
recreation was only one of many land use problems in this 
forest area. Mining also was a consideration, as were competi-
tive recreation uses of the lakes and streams ( 1). However, 
timber harvest concerns were important to the solutions 
sought in the 1964 Wilderness Act and the more recent Boun-
dary Waters Canoe Area Wilderness Act (1978) . Creation of 
wilderness with limited types of recreation uses and without 
timber harvest is the current solution in the dispute over the 
Boundary Waters Canoe Area. 
Different approaches have been used for other public 
forest areas, including integration of recreation uses with 
timber production where harvest and recreation zones are 
separated in time and space. Some recreation uses are more 
compatible with harvest than others (e.g., some trail and 
hunting activities). In all these situations detailed land use 
planning, coupled with public involvement in the planning 
and decision process, has been an important factor. Public 
interest groups, including environmental organizations (e.g., 
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Sierra Club, Wilderness Society), local residents, timber pro-
ducers, and others have been involved. Often public educa-
tion, hearings and printed information have been used in the 
planning-decision process. Needless to say, not all solutions 
have been successful. More often than not, the required com-
promises are not acceptable to all parties. 
Other democratic western societies have similiar problems 
in the use of public forest lands managed by governmental 
agencies. Australia, a country of 7.69 million square kilome-
ters- nearly the size of the contiguous 48 states of the United 
States - is one of these. 
The Australian population, 14.6 million persons, resides 
primarily on the coastal fringe and in large metropolitan areas 
such as Melbourne (population nearly 3 million) , the capital 
of the state ofVictoria. In 1974, and again in 1982, the author 
studied the relation of forest production to recreation uses in 
Australia. In both cases, the work was done with the Forests 
Commission at Melbourne in the state ofVictoria (2) . 
Victoria is one ofthe smaller states of Australia, encompass-
ing about 228,000 square kilometers, a little larger than the 
state of Minnesota (217,600 square kilometers). It has a popu-
lation of 3.8 million. Over one-third of Victoria's land is 
forested; 6.9 million ha of this is managed and operated by the 
Forests Commission ofVictoria. As a comparison, in Minne-
sota there are some 2.54 million ha of both state and federally 
managed forest land. 
The Forests Commission itself consists of three commis-
sioners, under whom there is a large departmental organiza-
tion (3,4 ). Because of its responsibility to protect the public 
lands ofVictoria from fire as well as to manage state forests to 
produce wood, provide recreation and be concerned about 
other values including water, the Forests Commission over 
the years has become a powerful land management agency. It 
is the organization responsible in the Dandenongs vicinity 
around Melbourne for the management of parks, sanctuaries, 
business areas, and golf courses. In addition, there are large 
watersheds on state forests that are part of the catchments of 
the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works and are 
closed to timber harvesting and most public entry to protect 
the water resources. 
This paper reports on a study concerned with identifying 
the conditions under which ash regrowth stands in the state 
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forests of Central Victoria, specifically on the Alexandra, Too-
langi, and Upper Yarra Forest Districts east of Melbourne, 
could be managed for timber production and recreation. 
Three main concerns were investigated: 1) conflicts between 
timber harvest and recreation activities; 2) ways to improve 
public acceptance and understanding of timber harvesting; 
and 3) effects of permitting public use and recreation on 
study area lands managed by the Forests Commission. 
Methods and Materials 
Most of the study area is less than 100 km from central 
Melbourne and it is increasingly used for recreation purposes. 
Much of this area was very heavily burned in extensive forest 
fires in january 1939 and the regenerated forest, particularily 
commercially valuable mountain ash (Eucalyptus regnans F. 
Muell.), is approaching maturity (5). Since the primary harv-
est method is clear-cutting followed by intensive slash burn-
ing, there is concern as to timber production's compatibility 
with recreational use. 
Field investigations were made in cooperation with the 
forest officers on the various districts, the Central Division 
Forester in the vicinity of Melbourne, and members of the staff 
of the Forest Environment and Recreation (FEAR) Branch of 
the Forests Commission. In addition, people in the Upper 
Yarra Valley and Dandenong Ranges Authority (UYVDRA) 
involved in land and resource planning for this region were 
contacted. 
Additionally, reports on the utilization of regrowth ash, 
land planning studies, UYVDRA activities, and the work of the 
Land Conservation Council, an amalgamation of many public 
agencies having to do with land use and management in the 
state ofVictoria, were reviewed. The issues in question were 
discussed with the Director of the Victorian National Parks 
Service and his staff. Finally, the results of the study were 
reported to the staff of the FEAR Branch and to the three 
members of the Forests Commission. 
Results and Discussion 
In recent years, groups like UYVDRA have been created to 
develop a regional plan on land and resource uses. Their 
statements are often at odds with Forests Commission man-
agement direction. For example, UYVDRA has made sugges-
tions on reduced fire protection and limited slash burning 
which are somewhat different from Commission procedure. 
With the past record of destructive wild fires , especially in 
1939 and 1983, fire control and prevention is a major concern 
for the Commission in this locality (6). 
There is also increased public pressure from groups such as 
environmental organizations to provide more attractive 
recreation opportunities by restricting timber harvest in the 
areas around Melbourne. To provide more areas for recrea-
tion, the Victorian National Parks Service increased the area it 
is responsible for nearly 300 percent, from 283,000 ha in 1976 
to 796,378 ha in 1981 (7). Some of this increase in park land 
has been at the expense of the Forests Commission in such 
locations as the Kinglake National Park, a part of the study 
area. 
While it might be said that, in general , the attitudes of 
foresters have become more positive since 1974 relative to 
the importance of recreation use of forests and its integration 
with timber management on Commission lands, most Victo-
rian foresters think that wood production from the forest is of 
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primary importance. In their opinion, the public should be 
restricted to specific recreation locations and should have 
only limited use of timber production areas. 
In 1974 the Forests Commission was responsible for some 
107 areas amalgamating 47,800 ha in forest parks, alpine 
reserves, roadside reserves, scenic reserves, and special pur-
pose reserves in addition to its forest management areas. By 
1981, this was extended to 119 areas covering some 56,200 ha 
of Commission land. The number of forest parks had 
increased from 13 to 16. The special purpose reserves had 
increased from 53 to 61 (4). 
Apart from the diverse and highly organized forest recrea-
tion developments in the Dandenong Ranges near Mel-
bourne (e.g., forest park, sanctuary, arboretum, golf course) 
improvements on other state forests concern primarily special 
areas set aside for recreation and multiple use forests with 
recreation potential. The special areas also include scenic 
reserves such as Mt. Donna Buang (Upper Yarra District) and 
Murrindindi Scenic Reserve on the river of the same name in 
the Toolangi District. 
At Mt. Donna Buang, from whose summit there are spec-
tacular views of the Yarra Valley and the Great Dividing Range, 
there are developments for day use tobogganing but not 
alpine skiing. Some 60,000 persons visited this area in the 
winter of 1981. During other seasons it is a popular location 
for picnicking, hiking, and sightseeing. The Murrindindi 
Scenic Reserve offers opportunities for dispersed overnight 
camping (6000 visitor-days' use in 1981-82) for which visitors 
provide portable sanitation units. Other activities of campers 
include walking, fishing, swimming, pleasure driving, and 
some trail-bike riding. Trail bikes must be fully licensed, road 
registered, and should stay on forest roads. On the multiple-
use portions of state forests, dispersed recreation opportuni-
ties are emphasized including walking, limited shooting and 
hunting, camping, fishing, photography, sightseeing, picnick-
ing, trail-bike riding, and car rallies. 
Car rallies and trail-bike riding present enforcement prob-
lems, particularily on weekends, when there are limited 
foresters or rangers on duty. Organized car rallies - usually 
speed and endurance drives on forest roads - generally are 
arranged with the Forests Commission. However, there are 
impromptu rallies on forest roads which are hazardous to 
drivers and logging operators. 
Some of the walking trails are self-guided, such as Reids 
Tramline, an old logging railroad location on the Upper Yarra 
District that shows visitors the forest and its story. Night 
guided walks to see nocturnal wildlife are a successful inter-
pretive activity on the Toolangi State Forest. 
Though visitors on all Commission forests are cautioned 
about the use of forest roads by logging vehicles, there 
appears to be limited public information on active harvest and 
regeneration areas. Forest officers vary in their approach to 
road use. Some attempt complete restriction in parts of their 
forests while others are more lenient. Approaches to other 
recreation opportunities also vary among districts. There is no 
overall forest recreatio policy, nor is there coordination 
within the Forests Commission. 
In the traditional roles of timber harvesting and fire protec-
tion, foresters in Victoria appeared to be doing an excellent 
job with concern for landscape values and good local under-
standing. The harvest of the ash forests in the study area offers 
a challenge for the Forests Commission to provide informa-
tion and recreation opportunities to an urban population 
which is otherwise unaware of forestry and is probably more 
sympathetic to complete protection as suggested by the 
environmental groups. It would be possible to use the FEAR 
journal of the Minnesota Academy of Science 
Branch effectively in this effort to increase public understand-
ing of the Forests Commission and at the same time tie in 
forest recreation. 
An educational recreation program could be used, includ-
ing present and improved recreation facilities with historic 
displays. Groups accompanying forest officers could be 
shown cutting, seed production, planting, and regeneration 
areas, ending with an evening display and interpretation of 
native wildlife (which in Australia is primarily nocturnal). 
Successful programs of this type are in operation in Queens-
land under the administration of the Queensland Forestry 
Department (8) . 
Public authorities, boards, and agencies like UYVDRA, the 
Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works, and the 
National Parks Service (NPS), will probably continue to chal-
lenge the overall jurisdiction of the Forests Commission. It 
seems important for the Commission to cooperate with them 
as much as possible, since these organizatins probably 
represent a wider concern for resource planning and use by 
an expanding urbanized population. In the case of the Dan-
denong Ranges near Melbourne, the Commission needs to 
carry out integrated planning and management with other 
agencies including NPS. In the past, the Commission has not 
cooperated as well as it might with other agencies, leading to 
the creation of new authorities (UYVDRA) and strategy plans. 
In addition, there is a need for an overall recreation policy 
and management direction by the FEAR Banch for the lands of 
the Forests Commission. Currently, each district forester 
operates autonomously. Though some districts are effective 
in integrating all forest uses, there is no consistent approach, 
and in come cases policies seem to conflict. When a new 
district forester takes over a district , carry-over of recreation 
management and policy may or may not occur. For harmony 
with other Forest Commission objectives, a draft recreation 
policy covering important recreation uses should be devel-
oped by the FEAR Branch. Workshops for district foresters and 
staff could be developed to implement this. Also, the Com-
mission should provide personnel, adequate in number and 
training, to monitor recreation areas on the weekends. 
Another potentially useful approach for Victoria has been 
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used with trail motorbike people in South Australia by the 
South Australian Woods and Forest Department. In the hills 
around Adelaide, with a population of a little over a million, a 
motorbike area with riding trails is open during the dry period 
from April 15 to October 31. There are parking areas nearby 
and riders must have an entry permit. This approach appears 
to work quite effectively here and might be applied on Victo-
ria forests. 
As in the United States, problems of the allocation of public 
forest land for various and often competing uses in Australia 
require careful planning and coordination. Since 1974, the 
Forests Commission ofVictoria has developed a broader view 
and is increasingly integrating timber management and 
recreation. Yet there is much to be done. The Forests Com-
mission has a great opportunity to innovate and develop new 
ideas - especially when the alternative is the loss of land 
management authority to the National Parks Service and other 
agencies. 
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